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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This office action is final in response to Applicant's submission filed on October 
20, 2008. Currently, claims 1-7, 16- 20, 24 and 25 are pending. Claims 8-15 and 21-23 
are canceled. Claims 1, 2, 4, 16, and 18 are amended. Claims 24 and 25 are newly 
added. 



Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's amendment to claim 1 is sufficient to overcome the 35 DCS 101 
rejection set forth in the previous office action. 

3. Applicant's amendments to claims 1 and 16 are sufficient to overcome the 35 
use 112, second paragraph rejection raised in regards to the claim language 
"optionally changing the business rules and applying the changed business rules 
during execution of the workflow" set forth in the previous office action. 

4. Applicant's amendments to claims 2 and 18 are sufficient to overcome the 35 
use 112, second paragraph rejection raised in regards to the claim language "pre- 
defined progression of operations" set forth in the previous office action. 



Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Applicant argues with respect to Gleason (1) applying a plurality of business rules to the 
workflow at the nodes to affect the operations (2) rules engine and the workflow 
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processor are implanted in tlie same processor (3) clianges tine business rules and 
applying the changed business rules during execution of the workflow without stopping 
execution of the workflow and (4) delayed query to evaluate at least one of the business 
rules. 

In response to Applicant's argument (1) Examiner respectfully disagrees, 
Gleason teaches a processor for the execution of the business rules (0004 "storing and 
evaluating the business rules in a server based engine"), thus the engine (equivalent to 
the instant application's workflow processor) encompasses the business rules. It is old 
and well known in the art that a node is a junction. In the specification of the instant 
application it is simply states that "the workflow includes business operations defined at 
nodes in the business process. The business rules are applied at the nodes," (instant 
application 0008) as such the claim has been viewed in light of the specification and the 
term "node" to mean the junction at which a business rule is applied. Gleason discloses 
a workflow method which uses a decision-tree based map (0013) it is old and well 
known in the art that a decision tree contains junctions. Gleason further a rule set 
linked to each of the activity assignments (0022) i.e. the decision component of the 
workflow. Finally, Gleason discloses an example of the affects on an operation "if the 
application named in the URL relates to an excel workbook file it will be automatically 
downloaded from a document library and a shell execute performed to invoke Excel." 
(0070). The invention of Gleason renders the claim limitation in question obvious. 

In response to Applicant's argument (2) Examiner respectfully disagrees, 
Gleason teaches storing and evaluating the business rules in a server based engine 
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(0004) and the process engine provides a process designer that handles generation 
and editing of business process and process rulesets. The process engine provides a 
process manager that handles running of scheduling of business process (0082). This 
implies that the rules engine and the workflow processor are implanted in the same 
processor. It is noted that the rulesets is equivalent of the rules engine i.e. code and the 
processor, process engine, is the equivalent of the workflow processor of the instant 
application. The invention of Gleason renders the claim limitation in question obvious; 
however even if the Examiner has missed interpreted conjoined nature of the invention 
of Gleason case law states that to merely combining prior art elements according to 
known methods to yield a predictable results bars patentability. KSR International Co. v. 

Teleflex Inc. (KSR), 550 U.S. , 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007) 

In response to Applicant's arguments (3) and (4) Examiner notes that the 
arguments are made with respect to the newly added amendments which have been 
addressed in the updated rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1-7, 16-20, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 and 16 recites "wherein the rules engine and the workflow processor 
are implemented in a same processor" It is unclear if what Applicant is encompassing 
in this limitation, since a rules engine is commonly understood to be a software 
application i.e. a set of code which manipulates data or a synonym for a "processor", 
where as a processor is a physical apparatus by which the software application is 
executed. As stated it appears as if the Applicant is implying that the rules engine and 
workflow processor are the same thing rather than two distinct things. For purposes of 
examination the step is interpreted to mean wherein the rules engine is implement by 
the workflow processor. 

Claims 2-7 and 24 which depend from claim 1 suffer similar deficiencies. Claims 
17-20 and 25 which depend from claim 1 suffer similar deficiencies. Correction is 
required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



9. Claims 1-3, 5, 7 16, 17, 19, 20, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gleason (2003/0195762 A1) in view of Surasinghe (US Patent 
7,124,145 B2). 
Claim 1 

Gleason teaches a method of tracking operations in an automated business 
process, the method comprising: 

• defining a plurality of operations at a plurality of nodes in a business 
process (0003, the invention features a workflow method including 
specifying data source, invoking a decision-tree based map using icons 
that represent elements of business rules 0013 a map representing a 
business process flow with input and output, a start and end activity 
destination, activity assignments, and a rule set linked to each of the 
activity assignments, and 0022, users of the system are able to define a 
process and associate the responsible parties, where the Examiner 
understands a node to be a connection point in a process for example 
those of the decision tree); 
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• executing a workflow comprising the operations (0010 executing tlie 
selected activities (operations) and 0017 system enables the execution of 
business process application (operations)); 

• applying a plurality of business rules to the workflow at the nodes to 
affect the operations, wherein the plurality of business rules are 
applied using a rules engine integrated with a workflow processor, 
and wherein the rules engine and the workflow processor are 
implemented in a same processor (0019 web service is a rule or action 
within a rule that interacts within an external system via the web, for the 
purpose of querying and retrieving a response from an external system, 
which response is the input to the next rule or activity within the business 
process and 0004 storing and evaluating the business rules in a server- 
based engine); 

• changing the business rules and applying the changed business 
rules during execution of the workflow (0025 individual rules and sets 
of rules that are configurable by the use of variables assigned and 0022 
the user can generate a set of variables that in addition to being one 

output of the application, can control decisions and flow of the business 
process thus making the process dynamic and adaptive to external 
business conditions, where the Examiner understands dynamic to indicate 
a continuous action i.e. during execution); and 
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• providing a correlation between the business rules applied to the 
nodes and the corresponding affected operations to track operations 
within the workflow (0003 linking input from tine input and output forms to 
dynamic variables within the decision-tree based map and 0007 tracking a 
status of the business process). 
Gleason does not expressly teach the limitation of without stopping the 
execution of the workflow. 

Surasinghe teaches without stopping the execution of the workflow (col. 2, 
lines 42-51; where dynamically Implies real-time i.e. without stopping), in an analogous 
art for the purpose of implementing business plans. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Gleason to include the without stopping 
the execution of the workflow as taught be Surasinghe to allow the user to 
accommodate new business plans without having to rewrite entire software applications 
(Surasinghe col. 1 lines 51-55). 
Claim 2 

Gleason teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the operations are at least 
one of transactions Internal to a business enterprise and transactions external to 
a business enterprise (0068 applications that input or amend data on an Interactive 
basis before arriving at the final values, such as budgeting (transaction), where the 
Examiner understands that it was old and well known in the art at the time the invention 
was made that budgeting was a transaction type that could have been preformed either 
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internal or external to an enterprise. Further the Examiner understands that within a 
workflow process a transaction can only be either internal or external and therefore any 
reference to a workflow process with the step of executing would read on this claim). 
Claim 3 

Gleason teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the operations comprise 
passing XML formatted messages according to the workflow (0028 business 
process management engine to access a Microsoft COM.RTM (Component Object 
Model) through the use of a SOAP (Simple Object Access Protocol)/XML (extensible 
Mark up Language) services and 0048 Any client application capable of generating an 
HTML request that complies with the SOAP standard, and that conforms to a request 
layout described in WSDL file, can use SOAP services as a way of communicating with 
the process engine, where the Examiner understand that the process engine executes 
the workflow process 001 1 ). 
Claim 5 

Gleason teaches the method of claim 1, wherein optionally changing the 
business rules and applying the changed business rules during execution of the 
workflow comprises implementing a changed business rule while avoiding at 
least one of suspending, recompiling and redeploying the workflow (0068, The 
COM layer additionally provides a local cache capability for the API information. 
Performance is improved as any information already returned from a server based 
process engine remains available locally at the client. The cache layer can persist itself 
to disk and therefore a client application can be coded to continue working while 
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disconnected from the process engine. Method calls are provided in the COM layer to 
allow the cache to be refreshed from the process engine and so reflect any updated 
information.) 
Claim 7 

Gleason teaches the method of claim 1, wherein providing a correlation 
between the business rules applied to the nodes and corresponding affected 
operations comprises providing a correspondence between a specific business 
rule executed at a node and a resultant state of an operation within the workflow 
of the automated business process (0082 the process engine provides monitoring of 
the progress of active processes and displaying log information for processes that have 
run, where the Examiner understands that it was old and well known in the art at the 
time the invention was made that a log would contain the status and results of an 
operations step) 
Claim 16 

Claim 16 is substantially similar to claim 1 and is therefore rejected for 
substantially the same reasoning given above with regards to claim 1 . 
Claim 17 

Claim 17 is substantially similar to claim 3 and is therefore rejected for 
substantially the same reasoning given above with regards to claim 3. 
Claim 19 

Claim 19 is substantially similar to claim 5 and is therefore rejected for 
substantially the same reasoning given above with regards to claim 5. 
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Claim 20 

Claim 20 is substantially similar to claim 7 and is therefore rejected for 
substantially the same reasoning given above with regards to claim 7. 
Claim 24 

Gleason teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the rules engine and the 
workflow processor are integrated via an interface control layer that provides and 
integrated user interface (0003 and 0017) 
Claim 25 

Claim 25 is substantially similar to claim 24 and is therefore rejected for 
substantially the same reasoning given above with regards to claim 24. 

10. Claims 4 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gleason (US Publication 2003/0195762 A1) in view of Scheurich et al (US Patent 7,174, 
342). 
Claim 4 

Gleason teaches the method of claim 1 ; however he is silent on constructing a 
delayed query to evaluate at least one of the business rules, the query delayed in 
the workflow process such that the query is executed over a data set smaller than 
a full sized data set whereby a time-efficient query results. 

Scheurich teaches constructing a delayed query to evaluate at least one of 
the business rules, the query delayed in the workflow process such that the 
query is executed over a data set smaller than a full sized data set whereby a 



Application/Control Number: 10/699,419 Page 12 

Art Unit: 3623 

time-efficient query results (col. 13, 13-17) in an analogous art for the purpose of 
querying, analysis and distributing directives in the processing of information. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the invention of Gleason the delayed query as taught by 
Scheurich since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in 
the combination each element merely would have performed the same function as it did 
separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of 
the combination were predictable. 
Claim 18 

Claim 18 is substantially similar to claim 4 and is therefore rejected for 
substantially the same reasoning given above with regards to claim 4. 

11. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gleason 
(US Publication 2003/0195762 A1) in view of Agarwal et al (An operational Approach to 
the design of workflow systems, published 2000). 
Claim 6 

Gleason teaches The method of claim 1, wherein optionally changing the 
business rules and applying the changed business rules during execution of the 
workflow (0022 and 0025). Further Gleason teaches a decision tree based process 
map (0017) commonly associated with if/then type of program at the time the invention 
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was made; however Gleason does not expressly teach utilizing at least one 
declarative if/then statement. 

Agarwal teaches utilizing at least one declarative if/then statement (pg. 550 If 
the test result is false then an approval activity. If the result of the test is true the 
approval is skipped. Class 'if representing decisions that can be automatically taken by 
the workflow enactment service) in an analogous art for the purpose of modeling the 
workflow system (abstract) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teachings of Agarwal in the invention of Gleason to allow 
for the ease of non-technical person's understanding and management of the process 
structure (Agarwal, 554). 
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Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated tine new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to FOLASHADE ANDERSON whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3331. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 
8:00 am to 5:00 pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Boswell can be reached on (571) 272-6737. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Folashade Anderson/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



/Andre Boyce/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 
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